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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BILIRAKIS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SKAGGS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

SUPPORT AN ENLARGED NAFTA
TO ENSURE COMPETITIVENESS
OF AMERICAN EXPORTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, today
I want to continue the discussion
which began in a joint subcommittee
hearing of the House International Re-
lations Committee on trade issues re-
garding Chile and other Latin Amer-
ican countries in light of the North
American Free Trade Act [NAFTA] ex-
perience.

No doubt, we will continue to hear a
plethora of statistics and anecdotes
about the benefits and costs of NAFTA
as well as increasing information about
the benefits and costs of Chile’s pos-
sible accession to that agreement. As a
Member, I strongly supported NAFTA.
Now, I strongly support Chile’s acces-
sion to NAFTA. In fact, this Member
said at the time, and will repeat it here
today, that in a straightforward eco-
nomic decision, it would have been
more appropriate to accept Chile into a
free-trade agreement with the United
States even before Mexico because of
Chile’s dramatic economic progress
and liberalization.

It is very easy to get lost in all the
statistics about the benefits of NAFTA
or Chile’s accession. But those statis-
tics don’t reveal one thing. One should
ask: ‘‘What would have happened if we
had not passed NAFTA?’’

There can be no doubt that many
American companies have relocated to
Mexico recently. Undoubtedly, many
Americans have lost their jobs to

cheaper Mexican labor. But that does
not mean that many Americans would
have kept their jobs if we had not
adopted NAFTA. No, instead, Ameri-
cans would have lost many low-wage
jobs to Southeast Asia, South Asia, and
other parts of Central and South Amer-
ica. This situation has been greatly ex-
acerbated by the peso crisis in Mexico
which itself, this Member emphasizes,
was in no way caused by the NAFTA
agreement.

Mr. Speaker, when this body coura-
geously adopted the Uruguay Round
implementing legislation, this Member
said that many opponents of that his-
toric trade legislation were in essence
saying, ‘‘Stop the world, I want to get
off.’’ Well, this Member stands by that
comment and believes it still applies
here today.

The simple truth is that the United
States, and the American people, have
no good economic choice but to push
for expansion of NAFTA gradually and
appropriately to the entire Western
Hemisphere or risk being excluded
from a rapidly liberalizing world econ-
omy. Economic integration and trade
liberalization is occurring in nearly
every part of the world including Eu-
rope, Asia, and South America.

For example, the European Union
[EU] has already created the world’s
largest free-trade zone and has recently
expanded this block by adding three
members of the European Free Trade
Association (Austria, Finland, and
Sweden). The EU’s single market in-
cludes 369 million consumers and a
gross domestic product [GDP] of about
$6.3 trillion (1993). This ‘‘Fortress Eu-
rope,’’ as some call it, is seeking to add
the low-wage Eastern European econo-
mies of Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re-
public and Slovakia by the year 2000
and the North African and Middle East-
ern countries of Morocco, Algeria,
Libya, Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Syria,
Lebanon and Israel by the year 2010.
Together, this free-trade zone of low-
wage labor Eastern European and Med-
iterranean countries and such high-
tech, high-wage economies of the EU as
the countries of Germany, France, and
the United Kingdom represent a very
formidable competitor to U.S. busi-
nesses and service industries which are
attempting to compete in the new
world economy.

Similarly, East Asian countries have
begun the process of integrating their
economies through such regional free-
trade groups as the Asia Pacific Eco-
nomic Cooperation [APEC], which re-
cently agreed to establish free trade in
the region by 2020 for all of its 18 mem-
bers, and the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations [ASEAN], which cur-
rently has seven members but is seek-
ing to incorporate other countries such
as Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos and
Burma. ASEAN has rapidly become the
world’s largest regional trade area
(with over 400 million people) and its
members recently announced they
would lower their tariffs from 0–5 per-
cent shortly after the year 2000.

If the United States fails to continue
to insist on its inclusion in these re-
gional groups, supporters of the East
Asia Economic Caucus (ASEAN plus
China, Japan, and South Korea), which
has been proposed by the outspoken
Malaysian Prime Minister Mr.
Mahathir, may be successful in exclud-
ing the United States from Asia and
the Pacific region—the fastest growing
market in the world.

Not to be left out of trade liberaliza-
tion, South and Central America and
the Caribbean have recently frag-
mented into several regional free-trade
groups including:

Andean Pact: Bolivia, Colombia, Ec-
uador, Peru, and Venezuela.

Mercosur or Southern Common Mar-
ket: Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uru-
guay.

Central American Common Market:
El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras,
Nicaragua, Costa Rica.

Caricom: Antigua, Barbuda, Baha-
mas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Gre-
nada, Guyana, Jamaica, Montserrat,
Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia,
Saint Vincent, the Grenadines, Trini-
dad, Tobago.

Clearly, the United States will suffer
economically, politically, and strategi-
cally if it chooses to isolate itself from
global and regional trade liberalization
efforts. History is replete with exam-
ples of countries, like China, who
turned inward instead of facing the dif-
ficult but necessary challenges of
adapting to new circumstances, and
therefore greatly suffered.

With only 250 million people, the
United States cannot afford to refuse
to trade with emerging markets in the
world’s developing countries. Through
the year 2025, developing countries are
expected to account for 95 percent of
the world’s population growth. More
staggering is the fact that only 10 mar-
kets—those of Mexico, Brazil, Argen-
tina, Poland, Turkey, China, South
Korea, Indonesia, India, and South Af-
rica will produce one-half of the
world’s goods and services by the year
2010, but will account for $1 trillion in
incremental U.S. exports during that
same period.

Mr. Speaker, this Member strongly
believes Americans can compete to sell
their innovative products and services
anywhere in the world provided they
are given a fair and equal opportunity
without excessive Government inter-
ference. Consequently, I vigorously op-
pose unilaterally surrendering these fu-
ture markets to our industrialized
competitors in the Asia and Pacific re-
gion and in Western Europe by isolat-
ing ourselves from regional and global
economic liberalization. Accordingly,
this Member urges his colleagues to
support free-trade agreements, such as
an enlarged NAFTA, which help ensure
that American exporters will be able to
compete on a level playing field.
f

b 1915
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

WELDON of Florida). Under a previous
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order of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. OWENS] is recognized for
5 minutes.

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HORN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. HORN addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from West Virgina [Mr. WISE] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. WISE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. KIM] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. KIM addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. JACKSON-LEE addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DORNAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DOGGETT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SANDERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

IMMIGRATION REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
earlier this week the Committee on the
Judiciary of this 104th Congress re-
ported out, after extended hearings and
even more extended markup, immigra-
tion reform legislation which for the
very first time in modern times will in
fact actually substantively and posi-
tively reform both the system of illegal
immigration and our efforts by this
Government to combat this tremen-
dous drain on our national resources as
well as legal immigration.

I am happy to have been a part of
that process, but what makes me even
happier is an event that happened in
my own district in Smyrna, GA, this
past Monday evening. This past Mon-
day evening, State Representative
Randy Sauder pulled together for the
very first time in the district—and
probably for the first time in the State
of Georgia—a comprehensive task force
to study the effects of illegal immigra-
tion and to develop solutions to the
problem of illegal immigration in our
district.

Representative Sauder pulled to-
gether as members of this task force,
in addition to myself and representa-
tives from other congressional and
Senatorial offices, a vast array of local
and State law enforcement officials,
other State representatives, municipal
authorities, police chiefs, other law en-
forcement officials, the regional direc-
tor of the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, representatives of the De-
partment of Labor, other agents and,
perhaps most importantly of all, a
number of private citizens who were in-
volved with illegal immigration—com-
bating illegal immigration—that is, in
their communities and in their busi-
nesses.

And through the work of this task
force, which began last Monday
evening, on the eve of our historic ac-
tion in the Committee on the Judici-
ary, passing this important legislation
to be considered hopefully very soon by
this very body, was a process of really
coming to grips with and letting those
of us in the Congress responsible for
drafting the laws with regard to both
legal and illegal immigration, a com-
prehensive look at how illegal immi-
gration has affected and continues to
adversely affect our communities in
terms of the number of illegal aliens
involved in criminal activity, in terms
of the financial burdens placed on our
communities, not just in the Seventh
District of Georgia but indeed in many
respects all across this country, the
drain on the medical services, the drain
on our welfare system and, indeed,
other problems that are too lengthy to
go into here this evening.

I would like to take this opportunity
to congratulate Representative Sauder
for his foresightedness in recognizing
this problem, in recognizing that its

solution goes far beyond the bounds of
any one jurisdiction. It affects our
homes, our schools, our businesses, our
hospitals, our religious institutions,
our local government, our State gov-
ernment and, indeed, all taxpayers of
this country.

Through the work of Representative
Sauder’s task force, we hope over the
next several months, Mr. Speaker, to
really delve into the problem of illegal
immigration and how it affects our
communities. This work will be espe-
cially important to me as a Represent-
ative from the Seventh District to as-
sist me in crafting the very best legis-
lation possible, to identify those areas
where additional work needs to be
done, to helping direct precious tax-
payer resources to combat the problem
of illegal immigration in America. And
I salute Representative Sauder for his
work and look forward to working
closely with him as an important part
of the overall legislative effort of this
Congress and future Congresses to
come to grips with the crippling prob-
lem of illegal immigration in our coun-
try.
f

NURSING HOME STANDARDS
PRESS CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it defies
common sense that Republicans are
stripping away basic protections for el-
derly residents of nursing homes, under
the guise of cutting the bureaucracy.
The fact of the matter is that quality
standards for nursing homes are not
bureaucratic and onerous, they are
necessary. These regulations don’t tie
the hands of nursing homes, they keep
nursing homes from tying the hands of
seniors.

Now, I cannot believe that my Re-
publican colleagues are deliberately
trying to put nursing home residents
at risk, so I must conclude that they
simply don’t understand how these reg-
ulations protect nursing home resi-
dents from neglect and abuse. So, let
me explain, briefly, how they work in
my home State of Connecticut.

As one Connecticut official com-
ments in this article: ‘‘Without these
standards and people to watch them,
these situations will continue. That
man might still be counting the dots
on the ceiling.’’

The Republican Medicaid plan will
mean the end of uniform safety stand-
ards for nursing home residents. It will
create a patchwork of standards across
the country. Some States may do a
great job, others may not. For nursing
home patients it will be a crap shoot.
The quality of your care will depend on
where you live. That’s wrong. Our sen-
iors deserve better.

Now, my Republican colleagues want
the American people to believe that
this budget package is about shared
sacrifices for a noble purpose. But,
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